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ABSTRACT

n order to determine the opinions of third_grade

remedial reading pupils about trade books recommended in

library selectioh aids and special series books recommended

for poor readers, 57 pupils completed statements on book

- inventory forms about 24.picture books anc 24 series books.

Data was gathered- on book. compl.eEion, interest, and

difficulty assessments. An.additional factor in the study

was'the readability match category determined by comparing

the difficultyof the book-based. on the readability formula

-estimate with the reading ability of the pupil based on

standardizedtest scores. These.data were compared betwpen
* . .

book types.

Also the scores"from the total group of books,were

analyzed betWeen completion., interest; completion, diffi-

culty assessments; completion, readability match categories;

interest, difficulty assessments; interest, readability

match categories; and difficulty assessments, readability

match categories. The Chi-Square Test of Indepehdence at

the .05 level was used to test for significant differences.

This study did not find a significant difference in

the third-grade-remedial reader's responses to book comple-

tion or book interest for series books compared with pic-

ture bobks.

There were significant differences between the

pupil's difficulty assessments of the two typo of books.

J



Although more picture book were rated "hard" than series

books, the series books h significantly more difficulty

assessments that were "too asy" and the picture books had

significantly more difficu

right."

2

ty assessments that were "just
OV

This study'found a significant difference in the

readability match categories between the two 'book types..

'The picture books tended to be above the pupil'S reading

level and the series books tended to below or within the

'pupil's reading level.
O

A comparison of the pupil's completion and interest

(s1/4

. .

responses showed a *gnificant/difference. The pupils

reported reading books they liked.

This study found a significant difference in both.

the completion and difficulty assessments and interest and

difficulty assessments indicating that pupils tend to rate%

books they read and books they' like as "too easy" or "just

right", in difficulty.

This paper did not find a significant difference in

the pupil's completion or interest responses and the read-

ability match cdtegorles.

The comparison of the pupil's difficult assess-

ments with the readability match categories showed a sig-

nificant difference. The books rated "too easy" by the

pupils tended to be in the readability match category of

below the pupil's rudding level. The books rated "just

right" by the pupils tendud to be inbthe readability match

.4
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category of within the pupil's reading level However,

although the majority of the books rated "hard" by the

pupils are in the readability match category of above the

pupil's reading let'el, the pupils tended to rate the Major-
/

ity of the books in the readability match category,of above

as "just right" in difficulty. .'

These data indicate that primary level retarded

readers should be exposed to picture books and series bdoks

recommended in selection aids as there are no differencds

in the pupils' completion or interest ratings between books.

The interaction of interest and readability should

be examined further.

The pupil's perception of a bodk's difficulty is

related to completion and interest, and although the read-
.

ability match is related to the pupils difficulty assess-

ment, this, measure is not significantly related to comple-

tion or interest.

'the pupil's difficulty ratings and the readability

match categories indicated agreement for books that were

easy; however, books that were above the pupil's reading

level according to, the readability match were rated as just

right inj.ifficult? by- the pupils.

This lack of agreement may reflect the function of

interest.'
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CHAPTER f

INTRODUCTION

(1

Scl-ction aids attempting to match children and'

bboks have beep developed largely by librarians and reading

authorities. The category of children:a reading interests

has been the only element derived from thelhild.

The present study attempted to extend. the investi-

gation of the child's reactions to the dimensions of com-*

pletion, interest, difiiculty assessments, and readability.

There is a need to validate the assumptions of authorities.

'by comparing these to children's beha.viors.

Historically the importance of interest as a factor

in reading. instruction has been emphasized'by researchers

(Strang, 1946; merman & Lima, 1931).

Strang (1957) writes that interest, regulates the'

span.ofattention and aids comprehension and memory.
At

,apache (1972) points out that children's interests are the

most important s ngle intluenve on thutir attitudes toward

rebading.

eJ:
While children's reading interests have received

considerable attenti,Ltn, there have been. few applications of

this knowledge to uol,rehensian. Dale and Chall (1956)
.

point out that readability tormu inc;ldo not itude the

12



. I.

factor of interest.

In a study relating reading interests to reading
) /

comprehension, Shnayer (1968) reported that interest is a

factor that ittay:enablemos't students ,to read beyoultheir'

measured' reading ability. He reported a high interest in

cl
content provided very,little aiscrimination.betTdeen reading

ability levels except for, children tWb,or more years below

grade leyellhOwever, a_lOw.interest in content differen-
IV

tiated between'the reading ability groups.

However, Spaghe (1972) writes,thatinterest alone,

cannbi overcome reading,disability. He recommends readabil-

ity formulas to help teachers match reading material to the

reai.nf abilities of poor readers.

In a recent article on the readability principle

,Fry (1975 writes that- high motivation overcomes high read-

-ability but loW motivation demands low readability.
,

Authorities on reading instruction and library sci

ence emphasize th9eimportance of encouraging supplementary

reading (Bond & Tinker, 1967; Harris, 1970; Huck & Kuhn,

1968).

However selection lids for public and school

libraries (Fidell, .1971; Gayer, 1972; Hodges, 1969) tend to

recommend picture books for the priMary grades selected

-according to research on children's reading interests and

subjective policies of ekcellence to foster an appreciation

of literary quality.

Reading authbrities stress the importance of

13



children's reading interests and the readability of neteri-

als (Fry, 1975; Spache, 1972).

Spache (1972). writerEast fi c readability of mate-

rials must constaritly be 'matched to the reading abilities'..*

of the child or adult for whom a book & apparently,

intended. He notes that readability formulas are of par-

_ticularvalue in providing_fine ditcriminationt of the

`probable reLzling difficulty of materials intended for young

children and poor readers.

Once considered a research-tool for professionals

in the reading business, readability formulas are enjoying

widespread applications by publishers and some librarians.

One of the major references for school librarians, The Ele-

mentary School Library Collection: A Guide to BOoks'and

Other Media (Gayer,. 1972) includet readability formula

estimates of difficulty fo many of the recommended titles.

Gayer states that whereas interest determines a child's

book selection, readabilityrby the child determines his

corpletion of the book. The majority of the picture books

for the primary grades require at least third grade reading

ability (Huck & Kuhn, 1968). However, Eormuth (1966)

writes that it is problematic whether the presently avail-

ab e readability formulas help more than they hinder. He

'p ints.out that the use of formulas to indicate the level

of pupil reading ability necessary for adequate comprehen-

sion is misleading to educators. What appears to bee pre-

cise4measurement is 4ctually of questionable validity:

1 =I



Publishers and writers, particularly thoSe produc-
.

ing books for children, have adopted formulas for the eval-

uatioh and grading Of their products. This practice has

produced a trend toward the publication Of large numbers of

graded trade books in loosely related series. Spache

(1972) recc,nends these books for use with poor readers.

He write that for thefirst "time in the histOry of pub-

-lishing, authors and editors are paying more attenticln to

the readability of their products than .to other characIfier-,

0

istics.

o Some librarianS feel that the "easy to read" and

"beginning to.read" books belong ien'a reading program,

instead of the school library (Huck & Kuhn) 1968). Others

. ..4

have cautioned against the use ofshort, choppy sentences,

andthe selection of vocabulary from word list's to Produce

books written to order for prescribed grade levels (Pri,'
,

1975; theay, 1,959). Still others, have pointed out that

readability formilas indicate that the books selected by

librarians for literary quality and aesthetic values are

often top difficult-for the intended child to read' (Mille,

1946) . How9ver, Chall (1958) states that formulas are not

sufficiently accurate to be used in adjusting the diffi=

culty of materidis-or to deLetmine if Materals are'suit-

able for students of a certain reading level.

In spite of these warnings, readability formulas

are generating considerable impact on children's materials

(Spache, 1972).
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Statement of the Problem.

This paper will examine third grade remedial read-

5/

er's responses to qUestions covering completion, interest,'

.and the difficulty of picture books and' series books. An

additional factor will be the readability match category

based on a comparison of pupil'.s readingilevel with book

readability.

books?°

better?

The following questions will_be asked:

l' Do pupils completemore series books or picture

2.\\Do pupils like series books or picture books

3. ;s pupil assessment ef. the book's difficulty

affected by book type

'4, Is the readability match category affected by

book type?

Questions 5 through 10 include the total number of

books.
f-

5. Do pupils tend to complete bodki they likd?

is reading a book affected by the pupil's rat-

ing of the difficulty of the book?'

7. Is reading a book affected by the readability

match category of thy' book?

8; Is the pupil's rating of 'the difficulty-of tb*

book affected by his liking the book?

9: Does the book's readability match category

aff . t the pupil's liking the book?



10. Is the pupil's rating of the difficulty of the

book affected by' the book's readability match category?

Null Hypotheses

The following null hypotheses will be tested:

.Hypothesis 1=- -Book Type vs. Completion Responses,

There is no significant differencein the number. of

responses to reading or not reading a book checked on the

Book InVentory for picture boolth as compared to, series

books.

6

Hypothesis 2.--Book Type vs. Interest Responses.

There is no significant difference in th number of

responses'to liking or not liking a book checked on the

Book Inventory for-picture books as compared to series

books.

Hypothesis 3.- -Book Type vs. Difficulty Assess-

ments.- Thpre is no significant difference in the diffi-

culty assessments of "too easy," "just right," or "hard"

- _

checked on the Book Inventory for- picture- books as compared

to series books.

Hypothesis 4.--Book Type vs. Readability Match

Categories. There is no significant difference in the
4

book's readability match catego;y of below, within, or
a

above the pupil's reading level for picture books as com-

,

ip6red to series books.

Hypotheses 5 through 10 are compared on the total

nufilber, of i)ooks.

I. 1

ti
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Hypdthesis 5.--Completion vs. Interest. There is i

no significant difference in the responses to liking or not

liking a book for books that are read or not read.
- .

Hypothesis 6.--Completion vs. Difficulty Assess-

Ments. There is no significant difference in the diffi-

culty assessments of "too easy," "just right," or "hard"

for books that are read or not read.

Hypothesis 7.--Completion vs. Readability Match.

'Categories.' There is no significant differpnce in the

'readability match categories of below, within, or above,

for books that are read or not read.

Hypothesis 8.--Interest vs. Difficulty Assessments.

There is' no significant difference irk the difficulty aSsess-
.

ments of "too easy, "just riglit," or "hard" for books tat

are liked or not liked.

hypothesis 9.--Interest vs.'Readability Match Cate-

gories. There is no significant difference in the read-

ability, match cateciories of below,,within, or above for

book that are liked or not liked.

Hypothesis, 10.--Difficulty Assessments vs. Read

ability Match Categories. There is no significant differ:-

ence in the readability match categories for books that are

assessed "too easy," "just right," or "hard."

Importance -of the Study

The results of this study can be an aid to reading

gpeeialists, ela-sroom teachers, librarians, and anyone

.>



concerned with the'selection of supplementary materials for

primary grade poor readers. It is hoped that data concern-

ing today's third grade remedial readers' book completions,

interest, and diffl.cillty assessments and the effects of the

readability matching categories on pupil responses will

enable these educators to weigh the opinions of educational

and literary experts against actual pupil responses.

While librarians are concerned with fostering chit-

' dren's reading interests and literary appreciation and the

concept of readability fdcusil,p on the average reading /3
a 1-1'

ity necessary for adequate 1omprehension of written

rials, the primary'concern of educators is whether the,1

chil,d reads the book (Norvellt 1958).

Definition of.Terms

Picture books.--A book in whicd the pictures re

designed to be an integral part of the text. Most r quire,

at least third grade reading ability according to fo mulas

estimates of dif lty. 'Picture books are written uor the

young child's intere t and appreciation. Examples e the

following: Lentil, written and illustrated by Rober

McCloskey and The SnoW, ilax written and illustrated by Ezra

Jack Keats.

Series books, rade& trade books, and be i nin to

read books.--Books scaled to recognized reading levels.

Readability formulas are essential in the preparation of,

these books. Examplwi Lire th ILlay.:22§



published by Grosset and Cowboy'Sam Series published by

Benefic.

Readability.--The sum total of the elements in

printed materials that affects the success a group of read-

ers have with it (Dale & Chall, 1949).

Readability formula.-An objective technique Of

estimating the average reading ability needed for adequate

comprelierision of printed materials. Examples_are the Fry

Readabiliiy Graph and the- Spache Readability Formula.

Readability match category.-=A comprison of the

pupil's rea ing,level with the book's readability ldvel

(see Readability Match Category .p. 28).

Limitations of the Study

This study does not purport' to measure all remedial

reading subjects' opinions of picture books and series

)ooks since only third grade remedial reading subjects are

included in this study, and no conclusions4can be drawn con-

corning other'remedial reading pupils. The ratings of the

children are related to the picture books and series books

used in this study and not to all the available'titles.

The children's repotted statements were not ques-

tioned. There were no comprehension questions. This pro-
,

cedUre was maintained to reduce the association of recre-

ational reading with instructional reading. And by defini-

Oton, the picture books' illustrations depict the text and

might bias the study in favor of these book*.

4



Overview of the 'Study

sChapter ti reviews findings secured by a search of

existing literature. Chapter I. explains the procedure

10

used in planning for the materials nd in instituting this

coMparative.study with selected subje, ts. Chaptei. IV pre-

sentb the results and discussion of the ndings. Chapter

V concludes with a summary of the findings d implications

to be drawn from this study.

2



CHAPTER II'

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Although much has been written concerning readabil-
,

ity,..this review will be'limited primarily to the research

relating to the objective methods used to predict and Con-

trol the difficulty of materials for young children. This

chapter is organized around the following topics: (a) the

nature of readability, (b).studies resulting in formulas,

and (c) reliability and validity studies.

The Nature of Readability

Definition of readability.--Dale and Chan (1949)

define readability as

the sum total (including the interactions) of all those

elements within a given piece of printed material that

affects the success a group of readers have with it.

The success is the extent to which they understand it,

read it at optimum speed, and find it interesting.

(p. 23)

Investigators have attempted to quantify the

aspects of printed matter that contribute to readability in

terms of interest, legibility, and ease of understanding.

The concept of readability as comprehension of the

printed text has received the greatest emphasis.

The problem of selecting books of appropriate dif-

ficulty for the 'reader been approached in numerous

,10



,N1
Uses and iimitations.--Before objective me4ns were

,

.

,

t

subjective and quantitative means without a complete anti

final'solution (Spache, 1972).

devised, the age qr grade level of books had been estimated

by authors, publishers, librarians,,er teachers. However',

these subjective means of estimating readability.lacked'a

known point of reference 'against which intuition and judg-

ment could be c4Smpared. Thus, estimates in book lists and

Ca.Wlogs representing the average judgments,of exp rts indi-

cated wide ranges from the average opinion.

Objective iueans °X grading books according to read-.

ing abilities were devised to help teachers provide the

child with a book he could read. The idea underlying read-

ability Measurement is the assumption tIlat readers vary in

their ability to read and that printed materials differ in

readability,lor in the ahtlity required to read and under-

stand it (Chall, 195a). Readability formulas are an objec-

tive technique of estimating readability. As Chall points
. .

out, the use of formulas has sought toidentify the ele-

ments in the reading materials that differentiate easy from*'

hard materials, to measure these elements, and to cbmbine

these into some expression in terms of the reading difri-

culty of the materials.

Dale and Chall (1956) write that formulas measure

the vocabulary element in printed materials in terms of

hardt-lung, or rare words. Pormulas also consider sentence

length, struCAure, and complexity. ilowever,.formaas

23
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cannot predict the reader's interest or enjoyment.of a book.

Dale and Chall (1956) and Spache (1972) claim that

formulas reflect readability as well as readability can be

measured.

Fry (1975) writes that formulas should supplement

subjective judgment.

Major Studies Resulting in Formulas

Early studies that analyzed children's boo4.r-The

research to quantify the elements that distinguish easy

materials from hard began with an analysis of reading.mate-

rials. The factors studied were arrived at from intuition,

judgment, or the results of surveys of opinion. The sig-

nificance of the factors was generally checked by a compar-

ison with a criterion, usually the ranking of-materials in

order of difficulty.

Although surveys of readers and librarians agree

that content, stylistic elemqnts, format, and organization

contribute to difficulty (Gray & Leary, 1935), only stylis-

tic elements have been related to reading difficulty.

One of the earliest studies to determine the sig-
.

nificance of internal factors was conducted by Lively and

Pressey (1923) . They oompared four measures of vocabulary

with twelve reading texts and concluded that a weiuhted

median index number based on Thdrndike's word list (1921)

ranked books in

own judqment.

manner similar .to the one based on their

2t
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An imaginative study was directed by Wastburne arid'

Vogel (1926). About 37,000 children were asked to fill out

ballots On the books they read and liked during the sckool

Xi

. year; Almost 700 different books were-ment-ioned and each

was named by at least 25 children. Each book received as a

grade rating the average reading score on the Stanford para-

graph-meaning test of the children who read and liked it.

The titles of the 700 books, toggther'with the

grade rating of 'each book and a short description of its

content, werelpublished as the WinnetkdGraded Book List

(1926). aw

In order to grade books published after Ale Win-'

netka list was compiled, Washburne and Vogel condikted a

-study of readability factors. The criterion was 1,000 word '

,,pamples from 150 books from vades 3 to 9 selected from the

Winnetka book li"St. The bookswere analyzed for fictors

p

that could distinguish .books used in the lower grades from
-

those used i n
r
the highergracles. Al&i)gether 10 factors

were studied. However many of the factors correlated

highly with one another .and a combinatiori of four had prac-
.

tically.the same multiple correlation'w,ith the criterion as

all 10. These four were (a) number o.f different .words in

a sample of 1,000, (b) number of prepositions in a'slimple

)

of 1,000, (c) number of words in 1,000 not in Thorndike's

list of 10,000, and (d) number of simple sentences in 75

sample sentences.

A formula was developed through the use. of

2 5



cedures s9 that_when each of these four factors, was
C

15

counted in a book and.given certain weights the grade level

of the boOk could be predicted. This grade level meant

that.a child who obta ned an equitralent reading grade on a

standardized reading test would prolhoably be able to read

the book with adequate unddrstanding (Vogel & Washburne,

1928).

Continuing t e search for an ever. larger number of

elements-Gray and ca y (1935) attempted*bquantify a

total 61 .82 factor Their criteilon.consisted of 48

selections of, apprbximately 100 words each. The difficulty

of the passages wat-the average comprehension score obtained

by approximately 800 adults.

No.ting a high relationship among the significant

factors, they.selected fivc elements.that would give as

good a prediction as possible. These elements were (a)

number of different hard words; (b) number orfirst, sec-

ond, and third person pronouns; (c) percentage of different

words; (d) *average sentence leivith in words; and (e) number

of prepositional phrases.

lorge (1939) initiated the.trund toward simplifi a-

tion in readability measurement. He wanted a simple for-
e

mula that could be used to prvdiet the difficulty of chil-

dren!s books in terms ot grade scorees. For hi's criterion, .

"he used the-MeCall-Crabbs paSsages. Each of these passages,

was standardized on the hasis,of the, number of questions

anSwered c prrec t:l y by children /n tOrms-of scores on the
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Thorndike-McCall Reading Scale. In his formula Lorge used
. -

threeelements as the most efficient predictors of passage

difficulty. These factors were: (a) the number of differ-

ent hard words (b) the-average sentence length, and (c)

the number of prepositional phrases. These.,three elements

had a multiple correlation coefficientof .77 with the cri-

teridn-'

Studies that counted grammatical elements:--The

Dale-Chall formula (1948)arose from an attempt to find a

. simple and efficient formula that could be used with adult

reading materials. Dale and Chall used a word list and

average sentence length to discriminate'beyond fourth grade

levels. tThe criterion on which the forMula was based was

the McCd11-Crabbs passages and health and social studies

materials. Dale. and Chall,offer several groups of data

in comparing various methods of'estimating readability.

They show that their formula correlated very highly,with

teachers' judgment of current events passages (.90). Simi-

lar relationships (.92) were found between the estimates of

readability specialists.

Spache (1953) constructed a readability formilla for

evaluating primary level reading materials. He selected

sentence length andleoportion of hard words as most indic-

ative of reading difficulty in primary material's.. The data

base on which this forMula is based is basal readers and

primary level social science, health, and science books.

.
Each ok'yas assigned the grade level designation of the

27
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publisher. The multiple-correlation coefficient obtained

by combining sentence length and percent of .bard words in

f-. predicting the grade level f books is :818.

One of the most recent developments readability

estimates is the Readability G;-aph offered by Fry (1968).

The graph. represents the regression line obtained by using

the average number of sentences and average number of syl-

lables per 100 words from three samples. With these two

facts, the user reads the graph to find the probable grade

level of the book, .:The graph ra s boolis from first grade

through college. The original data used to obtain the mul-

aplel-regression formula were publishers' estimates'of the

reading levels of their publications. Fry reports the fol-
.

lowing rank order correlations for the upper range of the

Readability Graph: Dale-Chall formula, .94; Flesch, '.96;

SRA Reading Ease Calculator, .98; Botel forplula, .78, and

the average score of tenth graders on multiple choice com-

prehension tests, .93:

In a study to validate the Readability Graph at t

primary levels, Fry (1969) reported the following rank

order correlations: Spache formula, .9O; Close technique,

.95;, and oral reading errors, .90.

Theoretically, then,, when these formulas are

applied to materials simil4r in cor4ent and range of dif.L.

ficulty to the &iteria on which they wire standardized,

the various formulas shoud allow the classification of

materials into broad relative Orders of difficulty.

28
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Reliability and Validity Studies

The two kinds of reliability importantfor read-

ability measurement are analyst-and samplifig reliability.

Analyst reliability is evidence of the objectivity of the
Nt

technique; most studies consider analyst reliability inr the

development of formulas. Sampling reliability is evidence

of the representativeness of the saMple analyzed for the-

entire book or article."

Sampling reliability.--Chall (1958)cites.a study by.

Leifeste that considered the problem of repreeentativeness

of a sample. LeifeSte compared successively longer. samples
,

with the grade level obtained by analyzing an entire boOk

by the Yoakam technique.

Leifeste'.s stud' noted that while most of the

larger,samples showed greater consistency, re is, an

extreme variation in vocabulary diffictlty from page to

. page and from chapter to chapter. She concluded that if

sampling indicates th two books differ by one or two

grades, the difference may be due to sampling error's.

In another early study to determine the reliabil-

ity ofa formula to estimate the diffitulty of books,

Chase (Chan, 1958) applied the Winnetka formula to three

different 1,000 word samples in a history book recom-

mended for the middle grades. Each sample resulted in a

different grade level. Chase concluded that if books

vary by only one year as determined by the Winnetka for-

mnla, we cannot say that one book is more difficult
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than the other.

Chall (1958) writes that Chase's findings tog-there,-/

with those of Leifeste indicate that a statement about

relAtive difficulty within a singre.gralevel is not

'justified because of sampling errqrs

The Spache formula gives grade level to a tenth'

of a grade. Spache (197), reports a probable error of

estiwate -in predictirig grade levels of books, using his

formula of 33 months. Fry (1969) explains that half the

time the true score of a book lies within a 6.6. months'

band centered around.the score obtained by wqrking the

formilla and half the time he real grade level li4s outside

the 0.6 month's' band. Therefore, accurately judgingthe

grade level of a passage to within one tenth'of a grade

level'by using the Spache formula is not possible (Fry,

1969).

However in a-study of the rellia.bility of the Spache

formula in relation to the .number and method of. sampling

contents of a book, Clymer .(195 ) leported sampling errors

.

of one month with the true. readability of six second- and
. 4

third-grade science textbooks. Clymer made 6 to 15 samples

throughout the books. The samnlegryielded estimates within
.

.
I

.

one month'of the true readability of each book in about 16

out of 18 samples, Sampling 'from the beginning or ending
1,

of each chapter was least accurate.'

'Cross-Validation studies.-=Most of the evidence of

th validity of formulas co from original presentations,

30
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cross validation studies, and experimental validation

studies.

Chall (1958)'reports that readabil

20

ty formulas giv-

ing the most clear-cut evidence of validity are thoge based
2

on correlation with materials graded by comprehension tests.

The Dale-Tyleri Gray- Leary, Lorge, Flescli, and

Dale-Chall report multiple correlation coefficients ranging

tOm .5 to .7:, Thus oniylabout half of the difficulty of

.the criterion passages is accounted for by fc4mulas.

The validity coefficient of the Spache,formula is

.81. The Jpaghe formula accepts publisher's grading of

schoolbooks as evidence of comprehension difficulty. Chanl

states that the Spache formula does not estimate tested

comprehension difficulty, but determines the similarity of

books to the books used in the elementary school at the

time the formula was derived:

In other validation studies,'the researchers

applied readability formulas to books or selections already

graded by an independent method, such as-expert judgment or

Comprehension by children of tested 'reading abi it . The-
.

estimates of difficulty are compared and the formula is I

considered valid when its predictions.. of difficulty corre-

. late highly with the independent estimate of difficulty.

Staiger (1955) reported a rank order correlation of

.70.between scalings based on theSpache foriula and pupil

performances in oral reading errors and comprehension. The.

reading selections were from basal readers.

31.
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Fry (1968) cites a study by Kistuldhtz in which

scalings of books based on student comprehension indicated

the following rank order correlations among formulas: Fry,

.93; SRA, .90; Hotel, .64; Dale-Chall, .90; and Flesch,

94

f: fie..

However the use of comprehension tests has been

criticized because of the uncertainty
A
-Whether the test

question or the difficulty of the passage is being mea-

sured ( Chall, 1958; Fry, 1968; Norge, 1939)..

In another study Fry (1969). compared his graph with

the Spache formula and with. 30 pupils' percent of errors in

a cloze test and in'oral reading. The four-way comparison

was based on seven Luoks. Fry reported the following cor-

relations with clpze errors: Fry, .95; Spache, .96; and

oral reading, .86.

Most of the research designek to test the validity

of readability formulas gives evidence of the relative

agreement of the predicted Order of difficulty with the

order of difficulty as determined by some independent cri-

terion. Fewer studies present evidence on the validity of

the grade placement predictions.

In a study to compare the'Spache and Fry,formulas,

Fry (1969) reported that bOth.formulas indicated agreement

on readability grade level scores within a grade level for

six books. An additional book was beyond-the Spache for-

mula's range.

Russell and Merrill (1951) compared the average

3 2
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difficulty ratings of 63 librarians for 12 juvenile books

with dstimates based on 6 readability formulas. Except for

one book, the average librariari rating agreed within one

grade level with the.average baSed on the six formulas.

They concluded that on the average,- a. group of librarians

and a group of readability were in fairly Ose

agredinent, although some of the readability formulas varied

7

more from their own wierage than did the librarians.

In another study of similar nature, Russell and

Fea (1951)- compared the judgments of librarians with the

estimates derived from each of six readaioilitAformulas.
,

They found that the Dale-Chall formula differed from the

average of the librarians' rating by 1pss than half a year

f
on the average.

C

Chall (1958) analyzed The reported readability

estimates offered in the studies of Russell. and.Fea. She

concluded That these' gtudies confirm the findings of Elliott

(1941) that one readability 'formula may rate a book as the

most difficult within a grade while another may rate it as

easiest.

These studies indicate that readability formulas

arrange materials into broad levels of difficulty corre-

sponding roughly to external measures. There is consider-'

able agreement among various formulas in assigning relative

positions especially when the materials cover wide range

of difficulty. However, some formulas appear to:have a

higher positive relationship with one another.
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Agreement among the various formulas in assigning

grade leyels to the same materi9. varies according to the

formula and the difficulty of the.material compared.

11, Chail (1958) concludes from her survey of the

research on readability that it is questionable whether the

grade levels arrived at formulas can be used to maJla

statement about the suitability of a particular piece of

reading matter fore certain level of reading ability or

the suitability of a bookfor a particular grad

Ex)erimental validation studies.--The experimental

validation studies give some evidence of; the effects of

x'ewriting materials within the specificitions of particular

formulas or factors associated with readability.

In general the findings confirm the warnings of

Lore (1949) and Fry (1975) thal-. readability formulas can-

not be used as rules for writing. While some benefits in

terms of increased comprehension and interest have been

P

demonstrated by Simplifying vocabulary and sentence struc-

ture, these benefits werernoted only when gross changes

were made or when subtle factors such as organizibcpn or

directness of approach were also changed (Nolte, 1937;'

Robinson, 1940).

in a study of the effects of simplification by

means of various readability factors on interest, reten-

tibn, and tested comprehension, Swanson and Fox '(1953) con-

cluded that when inherent intereA is low, readabilit' may

increase the number of readers.

31
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in a study of material; written according to the

formula approach, Ridgeway (1955) investigated the read-

ability, interest, and gains in reading skills of students'

in grades foui through eight who read and did not read such.

books. Ile reported that the publithers estimates,of,dif-

ficulty for the books were reliableindicators of diffi-

culty when compared with Dale-Chall readability scores for

the same books; that the readability of ,a book assumes a

minor role when interest imthe book is high; apd that

there was a slight significant difference in gains in read-
,

skills for students using the special materiars. Ridge-

islay conclud\ed that interest in "a book influences a pupil's

estimate of the book's difficulty. When the student was

interested in a book, he read above his measured reading

level; however when interest was low, books were rated as

too difficult, even though below the student's reading 4

level.

interest in the study of readability has progresstd

st. ily since Thorndike gave inveligators a basic tool

with which 'to measure vocabulary frequency. In recent

years there has been considerable interest in and use of

formulas for judging the reading difficulty of printed

materials. The idea underlying readability measurement is

the appropriate matching of reader and printed materials.

it assumes. that readers differ. in their ability to read and
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that, printed materials vary in readability that is in the

amount and. kind of ability required to read and understand

it.

As Chall (195B) ,points out, the use of. formulas has ti

sought to identify objectively elements in the reading

material that differentiate easy ftom,hard materials, to

find a reliable means of measuring theslivelements, and tlo

combine these into a practical means of expressing these

facts in. terms of the' reading difficulty of the' materials.

Writers and publishers, particularly'those produc-

ing books for children, have used formulas for'the'evalua-

tion and grading of their materials. This practice has

produced a trend toward the publication of large numbers of

graded trade books in loosely related series..

Cha11 (1958) has pointed out that formulas rank

reading materials in order of difficulty according to vari-

ous criteria. But formulas are not sufficiently accurate

to warrant the use of adjusting the difficulty of materials

or to 'determine it materials are suitable for students of

given level of reading ability.

However, the Ridgeway study (1955) of materials

written fur retarded readers in grades four through eight,

reported that although the readability-of a book assumes

a minor role when interest in albook,is high, pupils using

the materials had slight significant gains in 'reading

aehievement.



CHAPTER

PROCEDURE

This study was administered over a period of six

weeks to third grade remedial reading pupils in two ele-

mentary schools in the same school district. Each school

had an equal number of series books and picture books.. The

children were instructed to choose a book, sign their "name.

on the corresponding Book Inventory Sheet, and

book and complete the questions on the sheet t

week. They were then to check out another boo

turn the

following

The Book

Inventory provided for five separate pupil's ev luations

for each book. The class 4Urstration of the,Book Ihven-.

tory was supervised by the respective remedial reading

teacher "ii each sOlool. The children's questions were

answered if they related to form meanings only. The books

stopped circulating when five ratings had been completed.

S i?jects

The subjects consisted cif the third g raders in

remedial reacting classes in the school district. Although

a tots, of 61 children were to take pant in the study, 4 of

the pupilq,signed the forms, but failed to complete the

I
tions. Therefore, 57 children took part in the study.

26

3 7



27

The children in school A co4si,sted of 12 boy and

7 girls distributed in 3 classesscholciel s had 25boys and

13 girls. All pupils had taken the Iowa'Tests of-Basic,

?

Skills in October- 1973. The mean readtringcomprehension

grade equivalent was 2.4 with a range:from 1.4 to 4.7.*

The school didrtricthas 'a,medm ian income of $11,941

which is almost the same as the median income of $11,972'

for the county, according to the 1970 Census. According
4L

° to the 1970 Census of Population and Housing, school A

draws its students from $22,500' median priced housing

units and sandbl B draws its students from $30,000 median

priced housing units.

The district has a Topul'ation of 10,394. According

to the 1970 Ccnsus, of the total population 26 are Blacks.

Professiotial, technical, craftsmer, and kindred workers

are the largest occupation groups for men; clerical and

kindred workersare the largest occupation groups for the

'women.' The median school years completed for persons 25

and over was 12.2 for school A and 12,.7 for school lB.

Therefore, according to the median income data,

occupation, housing unit, and education data, both schools

appear to be in the middle class, predominantly white

socioeconomic grollping.

Construction of Instrument

A book Inventory was developed to be filled out

by the subjects. It consisted of .a cover sheet and one

33
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.

pag4 per'bookewiththe,,title of Book Inventory. The:essen-,.

tial features of the. inventory were the following: The cover

sheet provided for a, statement Of the 'purpose or the

directions"for the teacher, and teacheF-read'directiwisafor

the children (see Appendix A). Each succee ing-pag&of the

invdntory liste -bne of the books:in alphabetical order and

contained spaces for fiVb names and resOnses (Figure 1).
ftS

ft

The first question referred to the'pupil's Comple-

tion of the'book.' 'The second question referred to the'

pupil's interest in the book. The third item permitted the

pupil to indjodate, by checking"''(X), whether he considered

the book tb be "too easy," "just right," or "hard." This

'rating was the difficu1ty assessment.

Readability Match-Category

The readability match category is acomnarison of

the bobk's readability level with the pupil's reading level.

ir

The purpose of the readability' match category is to, see how

'readability of, the books affected book completion, inter-
.

.est, and difficulty assessments. Data was collected on the

difficulty of 48 books by readability formula and on read-

ing ability of the pupils by standardized test.

The readability, match category is computed in the

following manner: Readability estimates designated by the

Fry Graph hgive a probable error of one year above and below

the computed.giude level (Fry, 1968).,--8/Books are' considered

within the pupil's reading ability. i the pupil's tested

39



29

A,

Name

1. Did you read the b ok? ( ) yes ) no

2. Did you like it? ( ) yes' /(%) no

3. Was this book ,( ) tot .easy ( ) just right. ( ) hard.

Figure 1. I2,pment.

40
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reading level is included iri this range. Books with read-

'ability levels that do'not include the pupil's reading

level are either above or below the pupil's reading level.

Gayer (1972) presents the`Spachelevels in terms of

half year increments in a list of book forlindependent

reading on first- and second-grade-levels. The following

i nformation expresses the grade level conversions: 1
1

includes 0 th o gh 1.5, 12 includes 1.0 through 2,0, 21'

includes 3.5 through 2.5,and 2
2 includes 2.q through 3.0.

These ranges include, the grade level designations supplied

bI,Spache (1972).

Spache estimates provide finer' discriminations of
A

readirx9 difficulty than.the Fry Graph (Gayer, 1972; Spache,

1972), therefore books are considered within the pupil's

reading ability if the subject'S tested reading level is

included in the range of approximately 1 grale or 11 months.

Books with%readability levels that do nonclude the

pupil's reading level are either above or below .the pupil's

tested ability.

Selection of Books

The. bookS, 24 picture books and 24 series books,

were selected from'.the'available titles in the respective

school libraries whiCh were included' in at .least one of the

following selection aids: Children's Catalog (Fidell, 1971),

The Elementary. School Library Collect4On: A Guide to Books

and Other Media (Gayer, 1972) and Good BOOks for Poor
A

4i
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Readers (Spache, 1972Y. The above sources were listed by

Huck and Kuhn (1968)..

Sohool A had 11 picture books and li. series. books.

Three books from each category were duplicated. SchOol'a

had 20 picture books Ana-20. series books. Four of th

boOks from each category were duplicated: c;e repetition

of was to allow :each. pupil_tcp begin thestudy with

a book. Bpwever,l'each book stopped circulaping after five'

ratings had been completed on the Book Inventory so there

were no more than,five ratings for any one title.

Readability levels were given for many of the books

by Gayer (1972). Books having a level of first or second

grade are computed by the Spache formula; higher grade lev-

els are'computed using theFry Graph (Gaver,1972).

The reading levels, for all books not given a spe-

cific level are computed using the Fry Graph; publisher's

reading levels for the series books area 0 listed (see

Appendix B).\

The picture books have a mean readabilitt level of

4.2 with a range from grade two to grade six. The series

'books have a mean readability estimate of 2.2 with .a range

.from grade one,to grade three.

Statistical Treatment of Data

Upon the completion of six weeks, the Book Inven

toiies were collected from the two schools: Each sheet was

separated according to picture book or series book. The

42

\



32

total raw scores for each pupil response tocompletion,

interest, and difficulty assessment were tallied. The

book's readability match category was also tallied for each

child.
I
The raw scores were analyzed for significant dif-

ferences between

Chi-Square"rests

AlSo the

were analyzed be

series books and picture books using the

of Independence at the .05 level;

raw scores from the total group of books

,4
tween completion, interest; completion,

difficulty assessments; completion, readabity match cate-

gories; interest, difficulty assessments; interest, read-

ability match

ability match

dence at the .

differences.

categories; and difficulty assessments, read-

categotleS. The-ChiSqUare Test of Indepe

05 level was used to test for significant

Summary

Within a six week span, book inventories were

filled out by 57 third-grade remedial reading pupils. The

pupilstrated 24 picture books and 24 series books according

to completion, interest, and difficulty. The books were

also rated in terms of the readability match category,

comparison of the pupil's reading level with the book's

readability level. The raw scores were analyzed for sig-

nificant'differences between picture books and'series books

using the Chi-Square Tests of Independenqe at the .05'leVel.

`The ,saares from the total. group of books were
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analyzed,between completion, interest; completion, diffi-

culty assessments ; completion, readability match category,

interest, difficulty assessments; interest, readability

-match categories; and difficulty assessments, readability

match, categories._ The Chi-Square Test of Independence at

the .05 level wal) used to test for significant diffilerences.

P

4I



.aa

,CHAPTER

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

The b00% inventory, sheets were separated according

to picture books and series bO.oks. The raw scor s for the

completion, interest, difficulty assessments, and readabil-

ity match categories were analyzed to test for possible

differences betWeen the picture books and series books.

Also the scores from the total group ofbooks were

analyzed between completion,dinterest;'completionAliffi-

culty assessments; completion, readability .match categories;

terest, difficulty assessments; interest, readability

matchcategories; and difficulty assessments, readability

match ''categories. The ghi-Sgilare Test of Independence at ,

-----t

the .05 level was used to" test for significant differences.

Results

Hypothesis 1.--Book Type vs. Completion Responses.

This study did not find 'any significant difference between

picture books and series books when they were looked at in

terms of completion responses., The n41, hypothesis is

accepted. In other words, as many' picture books'as series

books were completed bythe pupils (Table 1).

Hypothesis 2.--Book Type V Interest. Responses.

'34

45.



TABLE 1
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COMPLEXION AND INTEREST RESPONSES FOR

PICT E BOOKS AND SERIES BOOKS
4

Book

Picture

Series

Completion responsesa

Yes
No

91
15

106

Yes Err
No 6 ,

93

Interest responsesb

Picture

Series

Yes 88

No 12.

Yes 81

No 11
92

`.Chi- Square Test of Independence = .2.349. Not signifi-

'''''Cant'at the 2 . .05 Level.

b .Chi-SqUareTest of independence = .45*. Not significant

at the E .05 level.
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Thi study did not find any significant difference between

pie ure books and series books when they were looked at in
, -

ter s of completion responses. The null hypothesis is

accepted. In other words, as many picture books as-series

bo ks were liked by the pupils (see Table 1).

Hypothesis 3.--Book Type vs. Difficulty Assessments.

T is study did find a significant difference between pic-

le books and series books when they were looked at in

ms of the diffic lty assessment. The null hypothesis

ejected. Al gh mo're picture books were rated "hard"

than series boo s, si ificantly more series books were

rated "too'easy" and si ificantly more picture books were
4;

rated "just right" in difficulty (Table2).

Hypothesis 4.--Book Type vs. Readability Match

Categories. This study did find a significant dif&tence

between picture books and series books when they were

looked at in terms of the difficulty categories. The null

hypothesis is rejected. Significantly more picture books

were above the pupil's reading level. And significantly

more series books were below or within the pupil's tested

reading level (Table 2).

'hypothesis 5.--Completion vs. Interest: This study

did find a significant differen etween ompletion and

interest responses when the were looked a t in terms of

total books. The null hypothesis is rejected. Signifi-

- eantly more pupils rported reading books they liked: And

ignificantly more pupils reported not reading books they

47
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TABLE

DIFFICULTY ASSESSMENTS AND READABILITY MATCH CATEGORIES
FOR PICTURE BOOKS AND SERIES BOOKS

Book

Difficulty assessmentsa

Picture

Series

Too easy
Just right
Hard

Too easy
Just right
Hard

23
64
16

103

50
38
5

93

Readability match dategoriesb

'Picture

Series]

Below
Within
gbove

Below
Within
Above

4

32
70

176

45
43
5

93

a
-ChiSquare Test of Independence = 21.923.

at the 2 .05 level.

behi-Square Test of Independence = 91.795.
at the 2 - .05 level.

43
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did not like (Table 3).

Hypothesis 6.--Completion vs. Difficulty Assess-

ments. This study did find a significant difference

between completion responses and difficulty assessments

when they were looked at in terms of total books. The, null

hypothesis is rejected. Significantly more children

reported readingbooks they rated "too easy" or "just

right" in difficulty. And books that were not read tended

to be rated "hard." However the computedl'chi- square may

not be reliable because one cell had an expected frequency

of less than five (Table 4).

Hypothesis 7.--Completion vs. Readbility Match

Categories. This study did 'not find a significant differ-

ence between completion responses and the readability match

categories when they were looked at in terms of total books..

The null hypothesis is accepted. In other' words, the read-,

ability match categories had little relationship to pupil's

'reading'or not reading a book (Table 4).

.Hypothesis 8.--Interest vs. Difficulty Asses'sments.

ThiS study did find a significant difference between inter-

est responses and the difficulty assessments when they were

looked at in terms of total bookg. Thd null hypothesis is

rejected. Significantly more children reported liking

books they rated "too easy" or "just right." However the

computed chi-square may not be reliable bqcause one cell
Ath

had an expected frequenCy of less than five (Table 5) .

Hypahesi 9.--interest 4vs. Readability Match

41
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v

COMPLETION RESPONSES COMPARED WITH INTEREST
RESPONSES FOR TOTAL BOOKS

39'

Completion responses interest responses .n

Yes

No

Yes .167

No 11
178

Yes
.

No 12
16

Note. Chi-Square Tegts of Independence = 60.112. Sig-

nificant at the E <- .05 level.

50
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TABLE 4

COMPLETION.RESPONSES COMPARED WITH DIFF, Y

ASSESSMENTS AND READABILITY H
CATEGORIES FOR TOTAL BOOKS

Completion responses

Difficulty assessments

Yes Too easy
-Just right
Hard

Too easy .

Just rilph.5
Hard

70
99
.10
179

3

3

11
17

Readability match categoriesb

Yes

Nv

Below
Within
Above

Below
Within
Above

45

63
178

4

5
12
21

a
Chl-Squa

at the 2,

behi-Squa
cant at the

re Test of Independence = 56.796. Significant
level .

re Test of independence =-3.854. Not signifi-

p,- .05 level.



INTEREST RESPONSE.; COMPARED WITH DiFF;CULTY.
ASSESSMENTS AND READABILITY MATCH

'CATEGORIES FOR TOTAL BOOKS'

41

Interest resporises
n

Difficulty assessmentsa

Yes Too easy 61

Just right 98

Hard 9

1.6T

Too easy 11

Just"right 3

Hard
21

Readability match`categoriesb

Yes Below 44

Within 65

9bove 60
'169

Below
Within
Above

5

8

10'
23

aChi-Square Test of Independence = 25.301. Significant

at the E .05 level.

bChi-Square Test of Independence = .572. Not significant

at the E . .05 level.
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Ctegories. This study did not find-a significant differ-

ence between the interest responses .and the readability

,..raltbb categories when they were looked at in terms of total

books. The null hypothesis is accepted. In other words

the readability match categoriei-had little relationship to

pupil's Liking or nop 1 king a book (see,Table 5).

hypothesis Ass, ssments vs. Read-

ability Match Categories. This study did find a signip-*

cant difference between the)pupil's difficultyrassessments

and the e-readability Match categories when they were looked,

at in terms of totalt)ooks. The nial'hypothesis is

rejected. Significantly/ more books that the pupils rated

as "too, easy" were in the difficulty category of below the

pupil's reading level. Significantly more books that the

pupils rated "just right'" in difficulty were in the diffi-,

culty category of .within the pupil's reading leVel. How-
:

ever although themajority of the books rated "hard" by

the pupils were in the difficulty,categoryipf above the

pupil's readingtlevel, the pupils tend to rate most of the

books in the diffiaulty category of above'as "just right"

In difficulty (Table 6).

Discussion
A

This paper did not find a significant difference in

the third grade remedial readers' responses to book comple-

tion or book Lnturest for series books compared with pie-

tore books.
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TABLE 6

DIFFICULTY ASSESSMENTS COMPARED WITH
READABILITY MATCH CATEGORIES

Difficulty assessments
Readability match

categories

Too easy Below 31

Within 24

Above 18
73

Just right Below 16

Within 44

Above 442
102

Hard Beflow
Within

2

5

Above 14
21

Note. Chi-tiquare Test of Independence-= 25.084. Signif-

icant at the 2 . %05 level.
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These findings would indicate that poor' readers in

third grade should be expo4d to books recommended in

'library references for primary level pupils and books writ-

ten for retarded readers as there are no differences in the

pupil's interest and completion of these books.

While there were no significant differences in the

completion and interest responses between the, two book

types, there were significant differences between the

opupil's djefficulty assessments of the two types'of books.

Although more picture books were rated "hard" than series

books, the series books had significantly more difficulty

assessments that were "too easy" and the plCture books had

significantly more difficulty assessments that were "just

right."

The pupil's assessments of "too easy" for the

series books may reflect ap awareness of publisher's cop.-

trol of vocabulary'and sentence length factors. The .

)

greater number,of "hard" assessments for the picture, bookS"\

agrees with the statement by Hudk and Kuhn (1968) that most

picture books require at least third grade reading ability.
a

However the majority of the pupil's picture book assesS-
.

ments aS "just right" in difficulty would seem to support

Gray and Leary's (1935) finding that there are other fac-

tors involved that determine the reader's opinion of read-

difficulty than measurable stylistic elements.

The two types of books showed significant differ-

ences in the readability match categories. The picture
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A

books tend to be above the pupil's reading levels and the

series books tend toAbe within and below-the pupil's read-

ing levels. These findings appear to support Miller's con-
_

clusions that formulas rate books selected by librarians

°' above the reading ability of the intended group of chil-

dren. However the readability match category places the

series books within or below the pupil's reading ability.

As Spache (1972) has noted, the stylistic elements measured

by readability formulas are controlled in the preparation

of these books.

There was no relationship between the readability

match category and book completion or interest. This find-
,

ing suppoAs the statement by Dale and Chall (1953) that

readability formulas do not determine if pupils will be

interested in 'book or complete it.

The significant difference oA the Completion and

interest responses indicating that-children tend to dom-

plete books they like supports' Spache's conclusion that

interest is the most important influence on children's

attitudes'toward,reading. And Fry's (1975) readability

principle tliat high motivation overcomes highs readability.

However the computed chi - square, may not be reliable because

one cell had an expected frequency of less than five.

The pupils tended to rat, books they read as "too

easy" or "just right." This finding appears to support

Gaver's statement that the child's perception of-the book's..

difficul y determines whether the book will be completed.

5.3
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The pupils reported that books they liked were "too_

A easy" or "just right" in difficulty. This finding .suggests

that interest 171 a book probably aids comprehension as Fry

(1975), Slinayer (1968), and Strang (1956) have reported.

There is a relationship between the pupil's diffi-

culty assessments '-f'the books and the readability match

categories. _.Books in the readability match category of
ez

below the pupil's reading ability tended to be rated as

"too easy" by the pupils. Books in the readability match

category of within the pupil's reading ability tended to be

rated as "just right" in difficulty by the pupils. These

results would seem to indicate some agreement between the

factors associated with reading ease in terms of pupil

assessments and the factors sampled by formulas.

However, books in the readability match category of

above the pupil's-reading level tended to be rated as just

right" in difficulty by the pupils. This lack of agreeMent

may reflect the function of Anterest. Ridgeway. (1955) .

n6ted that the readability of books assumed a minor role

when interest in a book was high and pupils tended to rate

books they liked as "just right" in difficulty that were

above their tested reading levels.

Although this' study did not note a relationship

between formula estimates of reading difficulty and pupil

reading ability compared with book completion and interest,

this study does point out that the use of for ulas to con-

trol vocabulary and sentence*difficulty pf materials for
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designated levels of reading ability has resulted in the

production of materials of at least equal acceptance to

. poor readers as materials selected by librarians for-liter-

ary value.

The pupils seem to.have definite opinions concern-

ing reading ease or difficulty. With the exception of one

readability-match category, the children's difficulty rat-

ings tend to agree with statements by educators, librarians,

and the other two readability match categories..

A. problem was noted in.Table I that a vast majority

of the students responded yes giving a possible ceiling

effect. This may be'thd cause of failure to find.signifi-

cance.



-Summary'

r<,

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS'

In an attempt to deterMine primary level poor

.reader's opinion of children's books selected; according to

readability and,literary values, 57 children In third grade

remedial reading classes completed statements on 48 books.

The books consisted of 24 series books from the

school library included in SpachOs Good Books fot_/coodr

.
.

Readers (1972).and.24 picture books that were included. in

at least one of the selection aids for public or schbol

libraries (Fidell, 1971; Gaver,'1972; Hodges,'1969).

All of the books recommended in.the precedang ref-

erences were 'selected to appeal to the reading interests of

young children.

Data was gathered on book completion, interest, and

the pupil's assessment of the.book's difficulty. An addi-

tional part of the study was to see how readability of the

books affpcted the pupil's opinions. A readability match

category.waslomputed for each" book according to acompari-

son of the readability of-the book with the pupil's tested

reading level. Thle 'dta were compared between book types.

Also the scores from the'total group of books were analyzed
-S

48



49

between completion, interest; completion, difficulty assess-

ments; completion, readability match categories; interest,

difficulty assessments; interest, readability match-catego-

ries; and difficulty assessments, readability match,catego-

ries. .
The Chi-Square Test of Independence at the .p5 level

was used to test for significant differences.

This paper did not find a significant difference in

the pupil's completion or interest responses between the

two types of books.

However, it was found that the children appear to

rate picture books as "just, right" in difficulty, while

most series books were` rated "too easy."

This study found a significant difference in the

readability match categories between the two book types

relatiAg to the comparison of the Dook's readability with_

the pupil's tested reading level. he picture books tended

to be above the pupil's reading level and the series books

tended to be below or Within the pupil's reading level.

A comparison of the pupil's completion and interest

responses showed a significant difference. The pupils

tended to read books they liked.

Although this study found a significant difference

in the completion and difficulty assessments indicating

that pupils tend to rate books they read as "too easy" or

"just right" in difficulty, the computed chi - square may n

bu reliable because one coil had an expeCted frequency of °

less than five.

60
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This study-did not fin4, a significant difference in

the pupil's completion responses between the readability

match' categories. There is little relationship,concerning

the pupil's reading or not reading a book and .the compari-

son of the book's readability with the pupil's tested read-

ing level. /e

This study found a significant difference in the

comparison of the interst,responses-Vith the difficulty

assessments indicating that pupils tend to rate books they

like as "top easy" or "just right" in difficulty. However

the computed chi-square may not be reliable because one

cell had an expected frequency of less than fiVe.

This paper did not find a significant difference in

the pupil's interest responses 'between the readability match

categories. There is little relationship concerning the
J

pupilLs liking or nOt'liking a book and the comparison of

the book's readability with the pupil's tested reading level.

Significantly more books rated "too easy" by the

pupils were in thd readability match category of below the

pupil'a reading level. SI,Inificantly more books. rated

"just right" by the pupils were in'the readability match

category of within the pupil's reading level. However

although most of the books rated "hard" by the pupils are

in the readability match category of above the pupil's

reading level, the'pupils rated the majority of the books,

in the readability match category of above as "just right"

in difilcu ty.
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'Conclusions

The conclusions reached in 'he gtu are:

1. Pupfls should be exposed to sprie books and

_picture books as there are no differences in their interest

or completion responses for the two types og books.

2. Pupils tend to rate picture books as "just

right" in difficulty and series books are rated "too easy."
,41

3. The readability-match category tends to rate pic-

ture books above the pupil's reading level and series books

tend rated within and below the pupil's reading level.

4. There is little relationship between the read-

''ability category and pupil's book completion or

interest responses.

.

-'5. Pupils tend to read books they like.

(f. Pupils tend to rate books they read as "too

easy" or "just right" in difficulty.

7. Pupils tend to rate books they like as "too

easy" or 'just right" in difficulty..

8. Pupil's difficulty assessment of books and the

readability match 'categories show considerable agreement

except for one rati,nil.f Hooks that were rated above the

pupil's reading level by the readability match category

tend to be rated "just right" in difficulty by the pupils:

Iluutions fo Further Research

Third grade remedial reading pupils' opinions of

ehildren's Leeks should be further researched. This paper

62
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L

has furnished data comparing the children's completion,

interest, and difficulty assessments.of picture books and

series books. A readlibility match category was -also-exam-

ined.

This study indicated that children's assessments of

a book's difficulty was significantly related to whether

the book was-completed or liked. The readability match

category was significantly related to the children's diffi-

culty assessments. However, the readability match category

was not significantly related to completion or interest.

This area can be examined further.

This study found no differences between the pupil's

completion and interest responses to picture books and

series books. However, researchers shoad determine if one

type of book has a favorab1/6 influence on reading achieve

ment or increasing the frbquency of reading.
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j
ThelJurpose of this study is to determine third

grade remedial reading pupil's interest and difficulty.rat-

ings of selected series books as opposed to selected pic-

ture books.

Teacher Directions
s

The book titles will be in alphabetibal order.

Please have each child sign his name on the line under his

book. The next week, he will complete items 1-3 under his

name with a chock or an Please explain thd Iorm to the

children. But let them answer the statementstheuNelves..

.Do not question their responsGs. These books will take the

pladeof one of their regular library book check-outs.

Children Directions (Teacher. Read)

You are gOingtoltake part in an expeilMent. Each

week you will choose one of these books. Write your name

on they sheet that has your book's name On t . A Please

read the book. Then' next week check or x th answer that

tells what you think of the look.

This experiment will tell thebooks &nd kinds of

Woks you lik, so .please answer honestly.

These are library books so, please. take out onl? 6ne

buok dcxr iriq your liluary time. And 'return the book each

week.
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Name

1. Did you,read the book? ( ) yes ( ) no

2. Did yOu like it? ( ) Ys ( ) no

3. Was this book ( ) too easy ) just right ( ) hard

Name

1. Did you read the took? ( ) yes ( ) no

2. Did you like it ( ) yes ( ) no

3. Was this book ( ) too easy ( ) just right ( ) hard
0 t

Name

1. Did, you read the book? ( ) yes ( )' no

2. Did you like, it? ( ) yes- Y no

3. Was this book ( ) too easy ( ) just right ( ) hard

Name

1. Did you read the book?

2. Did you like it?

( ) yes ( ) no

( ) yes ( ) no

3. Was this book ( ) to6 easy ( ) just right ( ) hard

-Or

Name,

14 Did you read, the book? ( yes ( no
. .

2. Did,. you Like it? ( ) ves ( ) no

. Was this book, ( ) too easy ( ) just right ( ) hard

6D
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Picture Books

Angus and the Cat by !Marjorie Flack. Reading-Leyel 3 (Fry).

Bedtime for Frances by Russell Hoban. Reading Level 2

(Fry)..

.Crictor by Tomi Ungaro. Reading Level 3 (Fry).

Crow Boy by Taro Yashima. Reading Level 3 (Fey).

Curious George Gets a Medal by H. A. Rey Reading Level 4

(Fry).

Excuse Me! Certainly! by Louis Slobodkin: Reading Level 5
(Fry).

Georgie by Robert Bright.,' Reading Level 6 (Gayer, 1972).

Harry by the Sea by Gene Zion. Reading Level 2 (Gayer,
1972).*

Hercules by Hardie Gramatky. Reading Level 6 (Gayer, 1972).

How Big is a Foot? by Rolf Mylier. 'Reading Level 4 (Pry).

Lentil by Robert McCloskey. Reading Level 6 (Gayer, 1972).

Make Way for Ducklings by Robert McClOsl<ey. Reading Leve1r7)

4 (Gavee, 1972).

May I Bring a Friend by Beatrice Schenk De Regniers. -Read-

ing Level 2 (paver, 1972).

Mike Mulligan and His Steam Shovel by Virginia Lee Burton.
Reading Level-6 (Gayer, 1972).

Rain Drop Splash by Alvin Tresselt. Reading Level 3 (Fry):

Swimmy by Leo Lionni.. Reading Level 3 (Fry).

The Biggest Bear by Lynd Ward. Reading Level 5 (Fry).

The Big Snow by Berta and Elmer Hader. Reading Level 3
(Fry).

The Little Carousel by Marcia'BroWn. Reading Level 3 (Fry).

The Snowy Day by Ezra Jack Keats. Reading Level 2 (Gayer,
1972).

The Story of Ferdinand by Munro Leaf. Reading Level 3
(Gayer, 1972).

7i
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The Tomtem by Astrid Lindgren. Reading Level 3 (Gayer,

'1972).

Two is a Team by Lorraine and k6rrold Beim. Reading,Level

2 (Gayer, 1972)

Where the Wild Things Are by Maurice Sendak. Reading Level

5 (Fry).

Series. Books

Butternut Bill and Little River by Edith McCall.
Level. I (Fry) Primer (publisher).

Butternut Bill and the Bear by Edith McCall. Reading Level
1 (Fry) Primer (publisher).

Butternut Bill and the Pumpkin by Edith McCall.
Leve1,1 (Fry) Primer (publisher).

Cowboy Sam and Big Bill by Edna Walker Chandler.
Level 1 (Fry) Preprimer (publisher).

Cowboy Sam and Dandy by Edna Walker Chandler. ROadimg
Level 1 (Fry) Preprimer (publisher).

Cowboy Stm and Freckles by Edna Walker Chandler. Reading
Level 1 (Fry) Preprimer (publisher).

Reading.

Reading

Reading

Curious George Flies a Kite by Margret Rey-..- Reading Level

1 (Gaver, 1972).

Dan Frontier by William Hurley. Reading Level 1
1

(Gayer,

1972) Preprimer (publisher).

Dan Frontier and the New House .byMilliam Hurley. Reading

Level 1 (Fry) Preprimer (publisher).

Dr. Doolittle and the Pirates by Al Perkins. Reading Level

3 (Fry)* 2.7 (publisher)

. Fox in Socks by Dr. Sousse Reading Level 21 (Gayer, 1972)'

l'.7 (publisher),.

In the Woods by Edward add Marguerite Dolch. Reading Level'
2 (Fry) 1 (publisher).

Jim Forrest and Ranger Don by John and Nancy Rambeau. Rdad-

ing Level 2 (Fry). 1.7 (publisher) .

Leonard Goes to the21yyTics by Gene Darby.. Reading Level

3 (Fry) 2:3 (publisher).

441



Leonard Visits Sitting-Bull by Gene
(Fry) 2.1 .(publisher).:

Little Bear's*Friend by E. H.
(Gaver, 19712)-.

Little Runner of_the
2.2 Waver, 1972).

Once There Was a Bear by- Edward and MargUerite Dolch. Read-7

ing_Level 2.(Fry) 1 (publisher).

62

Dary. Reading Level 3

Minarik. Reading Level 2
1

Longhouse by B. Baker. Reading Level

Red Fox and His'Canoe by N. Benchley. Reading Level 2

(Gayer, 1972).

Stanley by Syd Hoff. Reacling Level 2 (Gavex, 1972). .

The' Case of the Hungry Stranger by C. Bonsall. Reading

Level 2.1 (Gayer, 1972).

The Cat in the Hat Comes.Back by Dr. Seuss. Reading Level

2.1 (Gayer, 1972) 2.0 (publisher).

The Strange Disappearance of Arthur Cluck by Nathaniel

Benchley. Reading Level 2.1 (Gayer, 1972).

Too Many Pockets by Dorothy Levenson. Reading Level 1

(Fry).
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COURSE WORK FOR MASTER'S DEGREE IN READING
RUTGERS UNIVERSITY

Summer, 1968

'Instructor

290:540 Introduction to Learning Dr. Bloom

299:561 FoUndations of Reading

Summer,

Instruction

1969

Dr,

Dr.

Kling

Swaim
299:564 Remediillteading

299:565 Laiieitory in Remedial Reading
7 5

Dr. Swaim

-

Fall, 1969 F

299:566 uminar in Reading Research and

Supervision

Spring, 1970

290:501 Introductiti Principles of
Measurement Dr. Geyer

Dr. Kling

Summer, 1970"

290:381 Fduca ional Psychology

290:519\ Psychology of the Exceptional
Child

br.. Bloom

Dr. Bolowinsky

Full, 1970

290:513 Introduction to Ktrly and Middle
Childhood Dr/Gormly

Fall, 1971

290:518 Psychology of Personality Dr. Leon
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Instructor

Spring, 1973

'610:581 Reading Materials for Children
(K-6)

Mrs. Green

Fall,,1973

299:599. Thesis Research 4. Fry(

§TriraL_L_9_74-

299:599 Thesis Research Dr, Fry

Fall, 1975

299:599 Thesis Research Dr. Fry

Spring, 1975

299:599 Thesis Research Dr. Fry
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